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One of the most important tasks’ facing children when 'they enter school is

.

'learning to read and spell. Since around 1974, I have been‘sﬁudying

psychological processes involved in the acquisition of reading and spelling
skill. -The focus of my talk today is upon the current status of some of the
)
research on this topic, some of the issues which have erupted, ahd where I
?

think -future research ought to head. In order to limit my remarks to 30

.

] .
minutes, I have had to omit the names of many of the researchers responsible
' * \
for the studies cited. Also I have not been able to cover as much ground as I ,
had originally planned. So be advised that everything important to say about

the subject will not be said, particularly 7bout the development of speiling

v

skill. . “ . .

First, a bit of history. In their 1975 téxtion the Psychology of
Reading, Gibson & Levin distinguish two types of reéeanch on reading and thpee
periods when one or the other type'was popular. ’Between 1880 and 1925,
experiﬁental and educationa% psychologists'sought:to‘ﬁnderstand the process of
;eading by performiﬁg carefully conceived experiments to test theoretical

_positions. This group included such notables as Céttell, Téorﬁdike,
Woodworth, Huey, and Buswell among others. Then arcund 1920 the focus of

3

research changed dramatically. It became oriented toward curricula and toward

3
.
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determining whether one method of teaching reading might be superior to

another. (This was the beginning of the "phonics" versus "whole word" debate

which domindted the-§cene for 40 years and which yielded numerous studies with )

conflicting resulits. Jeanne Chall peviéwed this work in her 1967 book The
. 2

K
-

"Great Debate. n the 60s, things changed agaln. Interest in theory-based : e

. ~
.

research began to grow. Reading was regarded not narPOWf? as & unique process

to explain put more broadly as a process~involving perceptual learning, or
v l )
psycholinguistic activity, or information processing, and psychoypgists

applied one or another of these theoretical perspectives to their

investigdtions of reading. Initially, researghers tended to focus on a 51ngle ' ‘

process and regard it as the core of reading skill. However, more recent work
[ . - ~
has made it clear that multiple componénts are involved and that reading must

be viewed as a complex interactive process.
. To talk about processes and their interaction, two terms have become

popular. The two terms, top-down processing and bottom-up processing, are
derived from computer usage and refer to the way that readers arrive at an
interpretation of what they read. Bottom-up analyses begin by analyzing . :

features of the graphic stimulus to arrive at higher levels. Top-down
analyses start with expectations about sentence structure and meanings

expressed in the text and then move down to.lower levels by checking

r

properties of the graphic stimulus to verify contextual expectations. A few -

‘. /
years ago, the controversy over whether text reading is a top-down or a

bottom-up process reached its peak. Following much argument, most researchers

came to agree that reading involves both procésses interacting with each other.

What I want to do in my talk is presernt an interactiyﬁlmodel of the

reading process as it is thought to be executed by beginning readers once they

I

know enough about the orthographic speech-mapping s&stem to be able to read

simple text. This will allow me to consider how the various components
< ) . r * ¢
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. gévelop and contribute to the text reading préecess,and in turn how text ~

-~ . L 4 N

reading contributes to‘the development of component-skills. Qne reason for

.

! »’
approaching the #opic in this way is that text reading békiné‘very early /
duTigg acquisition, so component skills are acquired mainly by practicing the *
- act of reading. - .

’

’

Research on children's oral reading errors provides evidence that both

Epp-down and bottom-up processes contribute to reading and that they

-

participate interactively. The procedure in these studies is to*have the

child read a text aloud and to record all instances where what is said

ot

deviates from what is printed. The kinds of oral reading errors produced ,

indicate that several sources of information influence the text reading

process. ’
Two of these sources involve top-down processing. When children make o
/73 errors, these errors tend to preserve the meaning and syntax of the sentence

» Ll

up‘tb the point where the error was made. For example, Weber (1970) observed

J that 91% of.the e;rors made by first graders were syntactically acceptable.
In fact, mosg word substitutidns were the same part of speech as the printed .
word. Of these errors, 93%{%130 fit the meaning of the sentence and '68% fit -
the meaning of the whole passage. Another general findihg is_that when
children spontanéously correct their errors, they are more apt to do this when -
the error disrupts the syntax or meaning of the sentence. They are less
likely to self correct if the error makes sense. These facts point to two
components involved in text reading. One is the reader's ekpectations about

¥

the syntactic structure of the sentenée being read and how upcoming words fit

into this structure of noun phrases and verb phqases. Another is the readers'

memory for meanings already read and how upgoming print will add to this
meaning. These two components are depicted in Figure 1 of your handout. Of

the two Sources, .syntactic expectations asgyar to be more dominant than

\

J '




semantic expegtations, since errors are 'more often syntactically acceptable

than semantically acceptable.

Another “set of flndlngs about oral reading errors points to the operation

. '
Y

of bottom-up processing. One flndlng is that the majérlty of childi:n's

errors are cases where a dlffetent word is substituted for the printed word.

Weber (1970) observed that 80} of the errors made by her first graders were

word substltutlons., Relatively few errors wer 1?rd omi§¢ions, insertions or
v to . *

scramblings, This suggests'that‘dur@ng text- reading, children.notice letter

£

cl?sters flanked by empty spaces and are gompelled to produce a word for each
cluster. Another finding 3uggesting bottom-up processing is that very often, *
the errors produced are grabdical{y'similar to the words in print. Weber
(1970) observed that over half of the substitutions‘produced;by her first
graders had the same first 1ette£ as the printed wo;d. Biemiller'(19 )

observed that when first graders were given more dlfflcult text to read, the

proportion of graphlcally constrarhed errors rose. Two inds of graphically

0
'

constrained errors occur, errors whene another ‘real wor sharing some of the

same letters is produced and errors where a graphlcally 31m11ar nonword is

-

produced. Nonwords are more typical of beginning readers who have learned to
. T . . ]
read with a method emphasizing letter-sound decpding‘bules. This error type
; N

-

indicates that readers are attempting unéuccessfully to sound- out the printed

*

letters. Nonword responses aré less common among beginners who have lear)ed
WV .

to read with a meaning-emphasis. Their errors tend to be real word

substitutions. From these findings, it is apparent that knowledge of

1etter-sound Ielations supplles a source of informatlon used by beglnnevs to

-

.
perform bottom-up proce331ng of text. ThlS source is also represented in

Figure 1 on the far right. Chlldren might attempt to sound out and bIEnd all

of the letters in a spelllng, or they migﬁ\‘recode some of the letters and

then guess at the rest of the word.
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It is interesting to note that .graphic substfgazzsh~errors have been
- M “g“ . -
reported to oceur less frequently than syntactic and semantic errors. One -

interpretation glven thls is that top-down coﬁtrol over the reading process is
motre 1mportant than bottom-up control However, another more likely

interpreétation is that attention to graphic cues leads more often to a corPect
response than attentién to syntactic and sgmantic expectations; and this holds

down the number of graphically controlled reéponses which end up as reading

>

I'd .

% errors. ' ’
\t Flndlngs of oral readlng studies also show that 1nteraction between . L
. ‘& 1 . I
¢op down and bottom—up proce331ng occurs and in fact becomes more ffequent as -’ i ¢

\\& -

ch&ldren learn to read Both Biemiller (19]0) and Cohen (1974) -studied first

graéQgs longltudlnally and observed 1ncreases at the end of the school year in -

;ally similar to the printed word. This suggests that children learn

to coordi@hte their expectatlons about syntax w1th the graphic cues they see
\’L{\
in print as~§hey become more proficient readers.

. Studies’ %?ve also been conducted’ comparing the oral reading errors of
oA . .
skilled and lééé skilled readers. Results have indicated, not surprisingly,

that poor readé ' make more errors than good readers. However, their errors

are not all that% %fferent. In fact, 'soﬁe studies. have found that poor

‘readers produce a BSt the\same proportion of syntactlcally and semantically
,*%

acceptable errors a good readers, indicating that contextual expectations

\u

exert as much 1nf1ue§¢e over their reading. Where po%rer readers tend to be

5
deficient, according ? ome studies, is in the effective use of graphic cues

iR

%%se ergors which are grammatically unacceptable.

o

and in self-correcting

IS

This suggests weakness U_Qh dn the use of contextual cues and in letter-sound

(i(’l:iiiiiég skill,

»

3 .“i , ’
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¢ One fact about oral reading error data which is”important to.note Lg/fﬁgzﬁk\\‘

<

the proportion of errors made by readers is usually very small, that over 80%

and usually‘gq to 95% of the words in the text are read accurately.

Researchers differ in whether or not théy regard procegses controlling the ’
producti9q of errors to be the same as those controlling accurate reading.

Goodman (1970, 1976) claims that orai re;ding_errors serve as a *w;pdow on the '
reading proc€ss,” that readers are doing the same thing when they make errors .
as when'they‘read text accurately, namely, ﬁhey are formihg syntactic and

semanti¢® expectations a%put upcoming text and confirming these by sampllng

graphlc cues.’ However, it is not clear how syntactic and semantlc

expectatlons can support such accurate word predlctlon. Wildman and Kllng

(1978 79) conclude in a recent review artlcle that readers use semantic and

syqtactlc context to predict the classes of upcoming words, but they do not

usually use this informatioq to predict the précise identity of successive
words. In addition, it is not clear how use of graphic cues can explain the
high accuracy levels exhibited by less ab}e readers who are known to have weak
letter-sound recoding skills. These facts sugfest that a source of
information other than those~considered‘so far is needed’to account for the
high accuracy levels.

Although some researchers such as Goodman (1976) minimize the role playea ,
by word recognition skill, other researchers consider this to explain how
readers can process text so accurately. Num;rous.étudies of word recognition
in beginning readers clarify how this skill develops and contributes to text
reading> The generally accégted view, based on LaBerge and Samuels' (]974)
theory of automatic information processing, is that acquiring familiarity with
spgcific printed words jnvolves passing through three successive phases:

During Phase 1, an unfamiliar word' is recognized with increasing aceuracy as

readers atténd to component letter-sound relations each time they read it. 1In

‘

‘

7
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Phase 2, as a result of more practice, a familiar word comes to be recognized

” *

automatically as a whole, without attention énd without deliberate processing
of qomponentilezzérasounds. In Phase 3, the word comes to be recognizedhwith
increasing speed up to a maximum as processes involved in recognition and
production become consolidated in memory. It is following Phase 2 whén

readers can recognize words automatically that the wordsLshould be easy to

.recognize in text, because rebognition requires little effort.
! h}
To experience what it means to recognize printed words automatically, try

~ »

labeling sthe pictures }h Figure' 2 of your handout. Name the pictures as -
rapidly as you can. Ignore the words printed on the pictures. You’will find
that the distracting words are hard to resist, and they definitely slow you

down. Even though you do not say them aloud, you know what words are there

and what they mean.

-~

.- This is an example ‘of the picture-word inQErference t§8k which has been ' .

. i) .
‘patterned after Stroop's color-word interference task.- s task has been - .

ased to stpdy the development of automatic word recognition skill in

N

children. Various kinds of distracting word and nonword stimuli have been
printed on pictgregknamed by subjects, Examples are given in Figure 3 of your «
handout. These.come from a study by Guttentag and Haith (1978) who compared

how lbng it took children and adults to name pictures in the various

conditions.
/ * N
First, let me tell you how their adult subjects behaved. Adults took (

significantly longer t§¢pame pictures in each successive condition listed in

-

Figure 3 beginning with Condition 3, the nonpronounceable letter string. The

explanation is that each of these stimuli was recognized automatically and

created a certgin amount of interference which delayed execution of the

picture name. The fact that letter strings delayed picture naming more than

visual noie is interpreted to indicate that letters were processed

f
* i
. -




automatically. The fact that prononnceable letter strings created more
interference thah nonpronounceable letter strings indicates that letters were .
recoded to sounds automatically by adults. The *fact that words from the same - -
semantic category as the picture created more interference than words from a

’ . different semantiq category indicates that word meanings. were récognized

automatically.
Guttentag and Haith (1978) compared younger readers' reaction times to \

‘name pictures across the various conditions to determine which properties,of 4

N

words and nonwords could be processed automatically. They tested beglnning '
L

readers durlng the first and final months of first gragde and they tested good

and poor readers at the third grade_level. " They found that all but the early

-

first grade readers processed letters automatically. More importantly, they

s

found that all but the early fi st graders processed‘word meanings
automatically. This indicates that children with as little as 9 months of , .

reading instruction can recognize the pronunciations and meanings of familiar
%
words automatically, without expending any effort and without even pronouncing

the.words aloud. Also, results show that poorer readers can recognize '
familiar words automatically. Other sbudies have reported similar results. ‘ ia

The important point to be made with this data is that if younger and poorer

\ t

readers can recognize words this easily when they are wishing to ignore them,

then they certainly can recognize the same words easily when they endeavor to

read them in text.

a
[

I have included word recognition skill as another source of information
influencing the text reading process”in Figure 1. The idea represented here
is that readers possess something like a printed word memory bank and that

'they.recognize familiar words in text by matching the print to a visual

representation which is stored in memory along with its pronunciation and

[

meaning. I will say more about this source of information shortly.
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As I mentioned ‘before, learning 'to read words automatically is not the

\

final achievement in the acquisition of word reading skill. Even when

°

beginning readers and poorer readers are able to recognize words

.
-

automatically, the recognition process is still executed fairly slowly. I can
show you this with.data from one of our.studies (Ehri and Wilge, 1983). We
examined how quickly first, 2ng and Uth graders could read primer-level words
thought.to be highly familiar, words such as "boy", "ecar", "ball", and "hat".
We selected Skllle and less skilled readers at each grade level and comparéd
their speed to read these words'with their speed to name single-digit

numbers. Results are presented in Fiéure 4 of your handout. We also ‘had f

o~

-

‘children identify some other kinds of stimuli: object pictures, number wordg,

and CVC nonwords. I have circled the names of the conditions of interest

-

here, object words versus digits. Notice that skilled readers at all grade

levels could identify the wordg 4s quickly as the digits. In contrast,

younger 1ess skilled readers were ,quite a bit slower reading the words than
y

namlnﬁ’the digits.” My guess is that the less skilled 2nd graders could have

recognized these words automatically if we had given a picture-word

~ e

interference task, since they could identify the words as fast as the ’

-
. .

pictures. ’What they couldn't do was reaﬁ the words at their maximum speed.
How rapidly children can yead’familiar words turns out to be an idb;rtant
factor in text ;eading, a, factar influencing the interaction between semantic
aﬁd syntactic expectations and word recognition.

Studies have been conducted to examine whether sentence contexts affect

\

the process of recognlzlng words during text reading. Recall that results of
the reading error studies showed that semantic and syntactic expectations
influence the production of errors during text reading. However, the data did

not clarify whether such expectations also influence accurate word '

recognition. It may be that context cues are used only to guess at unfamiliar

¥

. 10
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words, not tq read famiiiar words, Alternatively, it may be that holding

relevant semantic and syntactic expectations speeds up word.recognition when
L e
this process’ is executed slowly on its own. This possibility has been .

'investigated by. Stanovich West and Feeman (1981), West and Stanovich (1978),
and -Juel (1980’ among others. The procedure has,been to examine how rapidly
subjects can read single words right after they have.reao/”arious kinds of
sentences such as ones which are semantically related to the word, or ones
which are semantically neutral.’ Results reveal that semantically related
contexts enéole adults as well as children to read therwords faster than

»

semantically neutral contexts. However, the boost provided by contéxt is much
4
1arger among younger ahd poorer readersvthan among skilled readers. These

findings indicate that semantic expectations do- facilitate the process of

recognizing familiar words during text reading. Their contribution is to
speed up, the word recognition process. Thus, they are most influential "améng

oeginning readers and'pooRer readers who are slower to recognize familiar

- \

words.

Stanovich (1§80) and others poiht out that this evidence conflictsinith
claims about text reading made by Goodman (1976). Goodman proposes that as
readers gain 1n reading skill they come to make greater use of semantic -and
'sﬁntactic expectations and progressively 1ess use of graphic Lues. However,‘

"these findings indicate that the opposite is true, that better readers'make
Yess ose of contextual expectations and greater use of graphic tues than
poorer readers to recognize words.

Now that I have sketched how beginning readers are_ thought to process

<

text and what™ sources of information they use, I would like to say a bit more

about how they acquire the abiiity to perform bottom-up processing. I regard

this as the most'important part of reading acquisition to explain since it is

-

the part that beginners know very littlé about, how to convert alphabet
{ .
e

0
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symbols into meaningful speech. Studies-have been conducted to e*amine how

1] A -

printed word knowledge develops. The idea depicted in Figure 1 is that

3
readers .store specific words “in a word memory bank, also~oalled a lexicon and .
. j L
this information enables them to read w0rds through a lexical matching 7

operation. The printed words are thought to be stored in memory along with
e
their pronunciations and meanings so that all this information is accessed

together when the word is seen. * T ‘

Researchers have investigated the properties of printed words reta1ned in

memory by beginning and more advanced readers. Studies indicate that : L}

o

1n1t1ally children notice, and remember boundary letters. The first letter is

.

especially salient. Shape becomes important only among older readers. 'There

is some disagreement over the extent to which the visual representations of

~

words are'letter specifie. 'However most of the evidénce suggests that they P

are., Non-alphabetic characteristics of,words may be used when children first

e

become able to read a few words. Howevern, when their print lexicon begins '

-

growing, it is letters that are retdined in memory. Beginning readers may not

have a good memory for all of the letters. The ones in the middle may be -

\

unclear. However, they do appear to analyze and store at least partial

)
* .
.

spellings. » ‘ ) .
. - < \ . .
Researchers have addressed the question of what it is that enables

3

beginners to store spellings in memory effectively. There is disagreement

about this. One view is that ,when letters can be recognized automatically,

then visual representations of words can be retained in memory. There is
evidence indicating that lettersknowledge bec omes autahatic before wprd

& . - N
recognition does. Eurthermore, letter name knowledge measured in kindergarten

-

f. turns out to be the best single predictor of reading achievement at the end of

-first grade, better even than IQ: Although people disagree about whether this

.

. . ; P
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correlation says anything about causation, it does point to the importance of

letter knowledge.

Another explanation for how beginners become able to store word spellings

'

14

. is the one T favor (Ehri, 1978, 1980 1983) The idea is that‘spellings

function as visual symbols depicting ‘the sound structureggf words. It-is by,

* -

acquiring facility with this symbol systexg that readers become able to retain
spellings in memory. When children learn how to divide pronunciations into
phonetic segments and to interpret letters as symbols for these segments, and

'when they can process these relations automatically, they become able to

retain word spellings in memory when.they read the words. Younger and poorer o

readers may only be able to perform a partial analysis, so only some of the

[}

(4
letters may be retained. This view is different from the other view. 3

Aceording to the other view, the word! s visual representation is stored as a
> ¥

separate code from its pronundiation in memory. According to thisg view,, the

two are amalgamated in memory because, the spelling functions as a visual - . o

"symbol for the word's pronunciation.

i

To provide support for the latter view, we' have per formed studies,which.

-

show that letters can function as a mnemonic'to improve readers' memory for
I

nonword pronunciations and that this capabdlity is highly correlated with how ©

-

" many printed words first and 2nd graders can, read (Ehri anSEWilce 1979). We

have also ‘performed studies to show that when children learn thezspellings of

words, this influences how they conceptualize the spunds in the'words,
A,
particularly when some of the sounds are ambiguou&i For example, the words ’

i

. "little" and "middle" have the same medial stop sound /d/. Children who .
' don't know the wards' spellings think the sound in both "middle" & "little" is
identical /d/. Children who have learned‘the spellings think that the two

Y‘"’
sounds are different, one a voiced /d/, the other a voiceless /t/ based on

”»

DO N
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‘the’gpelling. Such studies are interpreted to indicate that spellings dre
remembered by being analyzed and stored as symbols for pronunciations. ‘ , R

Another-question to be answered about word acquisition is what sorts of

L

;-
learning experiences help children build a lexicon of printed words. Clearly
practice is required. But what sort of practice is best? Shbuld'beginners

practice reading words on flash cards, or should they practice reading words
»”~ .
in meaningful text? We have performed two experiments to answer this (Ehri -

and Roberts, 1979; Ehri and Wilce, 1980). We gave half of our first graders

practice reading unfamiliar words in sentences. . The other half practiced > .

* reading the words in 1solat10n and then listened to the same sentences.

Results revealed that both methods were good ‘for some aspects of word learning j}

-

but not others. cChildren %ho read words in sentences learned more about the .

-

meanings of the printed words whereas children who studied the words on flash

aards were able to read words fasger, and they remembered the words' spellings
v
better. These results indicate that neither way of practicing printed words
is fully adequate, at least for acquiring complete word khowledge.
We are just starting to understand how printed word knowledge is
acquired. More of this research is needed. I would iike to tell you apout a’”

study with adult readers. Results of this study indicate that.when readers
become.skilied, they possess complete knowledge of word spellings and can
apply th@s knowledge very rapidly in a text reading task. Zola (1979) had
skilled adults read meaningful text while their eye movements were monitored
with some very sensitive equipment. Included in the text were some misspelled
words, for example, the word "fracture." Some misspellings were very subtle
visually. A single letter in the middle was changed to a visually similar -
" letter sb. the overall shape of the word was not disturbed. For example, in

"fragture," an"0 was substituted for the letter C in the middle. Other

misspellings were more obvious. The misspelled words appeared in two types of
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sentence cdntexts, one where the word could be predicted easily by words
k] B

preceding it, another where the word'could not be predicted. For example, in

the cade of Mfratture,” the paragraph was about a football- injury and the

-

sentence stated that the player:had sustained either a compound ;racture, the

»
:

predictable context, or a terrible fracture, the unpredictable context.
\

Readerst eye movements 1ndicated that_ they detected mlsspelllngs regardX¥ess of

- B3

the type ©of letter substitution and regardless of the context. ,These results
suggest that adults have complete spelllngs represented in memory and that

this informatlon can be act1vated very rapldly, presumably through a Jexical

.

. matching operation. . : ~

A\J

¢

Also,,Zola'sfresults have something to say about word recognition during
text processing. They indicate that readers do not attend to or ignbre ‘
individual words according to théir semantic and syntactic expectations, as

v

Goodman\and his colleagues suggest they do. Rather readers fixate and p}ocess
mest of the words. Tnis is what the idea of word automatic;ty wogld lead one
to expect. ‘Since word recognition is automatic, there is little cost or
effort required to iook at each word and process it. This should te much
easier than the éort of processing which requires making decisions about where
the eye should land next. w

I want to say something more about the development of 1etter—sound
knowledge, the other bottom-up component in Figuré 1. Various studies haue
been condugted to determine, when, during development, readers become able to
recode unfamiliar spellings rapidly and. automatically into pronunciations.
Guttentag and Haith (1978) who performed the picture word interference study I
talked about earlier found that skilled third grade readers and adults could

recode Y-letter nonwords into pronunciations automatically. However, poorer

“third grade readers and 1st graders could not. In our speed study mentioned

earlier, we found that skilled readers as?young as 2nd grade could pronounce

A
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nonwords rapidly, whereas unskilled readérs as old as Uth grade could not.

b o
Researchers have proposed that recoding sk111 may contribute to text reading '
1n two different ways, depending upon the skill Of the reader. Among younger

and less able readers whose reading sk111 is slow and non~automatic, recoding

may be used only when other cue sources fail to yield sufficient information

= s

to identify words. In contrast, among older skilled readers who can execute

the skill automatically, recoding may be applied and coordinated

simultafeously with other operations, including lexical matching. Although
K 3

bobh bottom-up,processes aré unnecessary since they supply redundant

informition, it may be that they combine to maintain especially high accuracy
levels during,text reading. StanOV1ch (1980) has suggested this possibility. .
Also, it is conceivable that- automatic recod1ng Sklll executed during text

reading may ‘help the sk111ed reader retain informatlon about the spellings of

-
. Pl

words in memT:y. This would follow from our claim that spellings are stored

in memory whepn readers process letters as symbols for sounds in

pronunciations. This is an interesting possibility which awaits study.

In my review of research on beginning reading, there are lines of work

-

which I have not'nentioned. One reason is that conclusions are less c1ear.'
The most blatant omission is my failure to say very much about studies of
reading‘cobprehension, that is, readers"ability to recall what they have
read. Researchers have.investigated the relatipnship between word recognition
skill and reading comorehension. However, results have not supported
expectations. 1In at least two‘experiments, training to improve word
identification speed has not enablediggﬁegperimental group of poorer readers
to ‘recall a text comprised of the words better than an untra1ned qontrol group

(Fleisher, Jenkins and Pany, 1979; Spring, Blunden and Gatheral, 1981). Some

more promising longitudinal data has been collected on younger readers by

N - .
Lesgold and his colleagues (Lesgold and Curtis, 1981). This wonk points to




word identification speed as a cause of improved comprehension. However, more
research remains to be done before this matter is settled.

Two other topics I have failed to represent adequ?mely in my talk are p

studies of the prerequisites required for learning td read, for example,

.

phonemic segmentation skill, and also studies comparing good and poor readers
. 1

to identify underlying deficiencies such as verbal encoding speed and . .

-

phonological short term memory. One problem with these studies is that

results are mainly correlational and hence fail to indicate whethér the ‘;’/
capability belng studied is a cause, a consequence, or a correlate of the 1ack

of reading skill. Another problem with these studiib is that very often it .is
'

not clear how these alleged Prerequisites or deficiencies play a role in . .
reading acquisition or text reading. .Now that we have a fairly good

description of this process, I would like to see reseafchers be more explicit
a

about, how they conceptuallze the reading acqu131tion process and how thelr ’ . . -

findings relate to current models. Better yet I would like to see these ' ; .

[} '

researchers conduct studies to determine how their compongnt'plays a role.
Such reseach should yield important revigsions or elaborations of the models.

Finally, I would like to see reading acquisition researchers turn their

attention to how readiné.is actually taught in classrooms. I woqu like them

to inspect actual texts and workbooks to become aware of what kids are being

+

asked to.do during readingsénd spelling instruction. I guarantee .that they

will find some practice which is discrepant with theory or findings' on reading

I

’acquisition. Once they ideﬁtify something questionable, then they need to
perform an experiment to see whether they are rlght We have recently

] per formed such a study to show how one activity commonly iniéuded in
elementary spelling texts actually interferes with children's memori for the

correct spellings of words. Our theory df printed word learning prompted us

y “

to do this study. More-of this sort of work is needed to insure that what we .
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learn about reading in our research actually éets applied to instruction. I
do no% believe ®hat it will happen automatically. It is fantasy to suppoée
that somepne'else is going to apply our basic findings to practice.

- ‘

Researchers need to do it themselves.

.

-
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Top-Down Processing . . Bottom~Up Processing -
Meaning of passage Syntactic structure of Printed Word Memory Knowledge of ,
already read . - imm%giate sentence Bank letter~sound
\L ’ relations
SEMANTIC EXPECTATIONS SYNTACTIC EXPECTATIONS MATCHING . RECODING
Example: location of E3mple: Noun within noun Example: tunnel, " Example: /tun-nel/ ]
molée's residence phrase within prepositional pronounced /tun'l/

phrase within verb phrase means passageway

]
!
1
O . 1 . , C ’
o R ,; . \’ -‘ ( L0,
Print: Moles live in Eunnelsﬂundergroandl ﬂgzi'have feet like.spades.,...,
. ) - Source of Information Used ’
‘What reader says:: (errors) "tables" - syntactic (noun), graphic (initial, final letters)
, "holes" semantic (residence), syntactic (noun) «
"turn" graphic (3 letters) \
’ "tunles" graphic (6 letters, sounding out)

r~ . '

Fifure 1 Various Sources of Information Influencing the
Text Reading Process

\ -
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Figure 2. Pictures printed with semantically related words. Try to name the
o 2 i , Pictures as rdpidly as you can and ignore the printed words. D

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Figure 4 Mean number of seconds to identify stimuli as a function of

grade and reading skill »

(from Ehri, L. C. and ‘Wilce, L. S. Devélopment of word identification

speed in-skilled and less skilled beginning readers. Journal of.
Educational Psychology, in press.)




